REMARKS 

1. Introduction 

In the Office Action mailed September 22, 2006, the Examiner rejected claims 2, 7, 8, 1 1, 
19, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as being anticipated by Kim et al., WO 01/31804 Al 
("Lee"). 

The Examiner rejected claims 3, 6, 10, 14, and 21 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kim in view of Sabat, Jr. et al., U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0016170 ("Sabat"). 

The Examiner rejected claims 5, 12, and 13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kim in view of Trompower et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,128,512 ("Trompower"). 

The Examiner rejected claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kim 
in view of Judson, U.S. Patent No. 7,054,662 ("Judson"). 

The Examiner rejected claim 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kim in view of Judson, and further in view of Sabat. 

The Examiner rejected claims 18 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kim in view of Trompower, and further in view of Sabat. 

In this Response, Applicants have canceled claims 2, 3, 5, 6, and 19-22. Claims 1, 4, 15, 
and 16 were canceled previously. Thus, claims 7-14, 17, and 18 are currently pending. 

For the reasons set forth below, Applicants request reconsideration and allowance of the 
claims as amended herein. 
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2. Response to Claim Rejections 
a. Claims 7-10 

Of these claims, claim 7 is independent. The Examiner has rejected claim 7 under § 
102(a) as being anticipated by Kim. In response, Applicants submit that the Examiner's rejection 
is improper and should be withdrawn because Kim fails to disclose each and every element of 
claim 7, as set forth below. 

Claim 7 recites, inter alia, "transmitting the boosted pilot signal within the second 
geographical area and substantially only along a boundary between the first and second 
geographical areas from a directional antenna." The Examiner has alleged that Kim discloses 
this element, specifically citing to page 4, lines 7-13 and Figure 3. However, what Kim actually 
discloses is a repeater that transmits a boosted signal within an area that is not substantially only 
along a boundary between first and second geographical coverage areas. In particular, Figure 3 
of Kim shows a pilot pollution area 350 that includes multiple boundaries, specifically: (i) the 
overlap of areas 310 and 320, (ii) the overlap of areas 320 and 330, (iii) the overlap of areas 330 
and 340, (iv) the overlap of areas 340 and 310, and (v) the overlap of areas 340 and 320. 

According to Kim, relaying apparatus 380 is installed in the pilot pollution area 350 to 
improve the signal-to-noise ratio for a specified base station. See page 4, lines 7-13. Moreover, 
Kim explains that the apparatus "monitors the occurrence of the soft blocking in a downtown 
area or in a place where there exists a plurality of densely located base stations and signals 
transmitted therefrom." See page 4, lines 14-16. Thus, Kim's repeater functions to improve the 
signal-to-noise ratio throughout pilot pollution area 350, not just along a particular boundary. In 
contrast, claim 7 specifies transmitting "substantially only along a boundary" between 
geographical areas. 
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In addition, claim 7 recites transmitting the boosted pilot signal from a directional 
transmitting antenna. Kim, however, does not describe transmitting antenna 280 as being 
directional. To the contrary, Kim's approach of having relaying apparatus 380 cover all of pilot 
pollution area 350 actually teaches away from using a directional transmitting antenna. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that claim 7 is allowable over Kim for at least the 
foregoing reasons. Applicants further submit that claims 8-10 are allowable for at least the 
reasons that the claims are dependent on an allowable claim. 

b. Claims 11-14 

Of these claims, claim 1 1 is independent. The Examiner has rejected claim 1 1 under § 
102(a) as being anticipated by Kim. In response, Applicants submit that the Examiner's rejection 
is improper and should be withdrawn because Kim fails to disclose each and every element of 
claim 1 1, as set forth below. 

Claim 1 1 recites, inter alia, "a directional transmission antenna that accepts the boosted 
pilot signal from the output of the radio-frequency amplifier and transmits the boosted pilot 
signal within the second geographical area and substantially only along a boundary between the 
first and second geographical areas" As noted above for claim 7, Kim's repeater does not 
transmit "substantially only along a boundary" between geographical areas, nor does Kim 
disclose a directional transmission antenna. Thus, Kim does not disclose all of the elements 
recited in claim 1 1 . 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that claim 11 is allowable over Kim for at least the 
foregoing reasons. Applicants further submit that claims 12-14 are allowable for at least the 
reason that the claims are dependent on an allowable claim. 
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c. Claim 17 

The Examiner has rejected claim 17 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kim in 
view of Judson, and further in view of Sabat. In response, Applicants submit that the Examiner's 
rejection is improper and should be withdrawn because the Kim/Judson/Sabat combination fails 
to disclose each and every element of claim 17, as set forth below. 

Claim 17 recites, inter alia, "transmitting the boosted pilot signal within the second 
geographical area and substantially only along a boundary between the first and second 
geographical areas from the directional transmitting antenna." The Examiner has cited to Kim 
as allegedly disclosing this element. However, as noted above for claim 7, Kim's repeater does 
not transmit "substantially only along a boundary" between geographical areas, nor does Kim 
disclose transmitting from a directional antenna. Applicants submit that Judson and Sabat do not 
make up for these deficiencies in Kim. For this reason alone, the Kim/Judson/Sabat combination 
fails to teach all of the elements recited in claim 17. 

In addition, claim 17 recites "adjusting the boosted pilot signal to have a signal strength 
within the first geographical area that is substantially less than an intended pilot signal for the 
first geographical area." The Examiner has acknowledged that Kim does not disclose this 
element. See Office Action, p. 10. Instead, the Examiner has appeared to rely on Judson, 
specifically citing to col. 5, lines 17-32. However, that section of Judson describes an antenna 
beam pattern that is narrowed "to focus the signal transmission energy in the direction of the user 
108, rather than spreading the signal transmission energy across the entire width of sector 104." 
The section does not describe adjusting the boosted pilot signal to have a signal strength that is 
substantially less than an intended pilot signal. In fact, by teaching that the signal transmission 
energy should be focused in the direction of the user, Judson actually teaches away from a 
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boosted pilot signal that has a signal strength that is substantially less than an intended pilot 
signal. For this reason also, the Kim/Judson/Sabat combination fails to teach all of the elements 
recited in claim 17. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that claim 17 is allowable over Kim, Judson, and Sabat 
for at least the foregoing reasons, 
d. Claim 18 

The Examiner has rejected claim 18 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kim in 
view of Trompower, and further in view of Sabat. In response, Applicants submit that the 
Examiner's rejection is improper and should be withdrawn because the Kirh/Trompower/Sabat 
combination fails to disclose each and every element of claim 18, as set forth below. 

Claim 18 recites, inter alia, an antenna that "transmits the boosted pilot signal within the 
second geographical area and substantially only along a boundary between the first and second 
geographical areas." The Examiner has cited to Kim as allegedly disclosing this element. 
However, as noted above, Kim's repeater does not transmit "substantially only along a boundary" 
between geographical areas. Applicants further submit that Trompower and Sabat do not make 
up for this deficiency in Kim. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that claim 18 is allowable over Kim, Trompower, and 
Sabat for at least the foregoing reasons. 

3. Conclusion 

Applicants submit that the present application is in condition for allowance, and notice to 
that effect is hereby requested. Should the Examiner feel that further dialog would advance the 
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subject application to issuance, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at any time 



at (312) 913-0001. 



Dated: November 27, 2006 By: 



Respectfully submitted, 

McDonnell boehnen 
hulbert & berghoff llp 



Richard A. Machonkin 
Reg. No. 41,962 
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